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ABSTRACT

The Relationship of Depth and Agility: Historical Cases and
Observations Relevant to NATO's Present Dilemma by Major Craig

H. Pearson, USA, 48 pages.

AThis study investigates the relationship between depth and
agility using the historical method, identifies principles which

govern those relationships, and seeks to apply these principles

to NATO's current posture. Historical cases used include the
German defenses at Kharkov (I), Kursk (II) arid Normandy, the
Soviet defense at Kursk (I), the Allied defense in the Ardennes,
and the Japanese defense in Manchuria.

The study concludes that the relationship between depth
and agility centers on time. The greater the depth the
greater the amount of time to respond. It is further evicent
that, even in cases of greater relative depth, a certain
minimum level of agility is required to capitalize on that
advantage or it will ultimately be lost. It also follows
that a force lacking in relative depth must be more agile in

order to respond successfully to potentially decisive
breakthroughs. Here, too, there exists a minimum level.
When the force reaches a point that, in spite of its agility

advantage it can neither hold the shoulders of a penetration
nor form a viable operational reserve, it is so lacking in

depth that it cannot succeed. %'--

In analyzing NATO's present situation the study finds
that, due to political, economic, and technological

constraints, NATO has reached a point of diminishing marginal
returns in increasing its depth on the battlefield. Although
greater depth is desirable, it may not be feasible to achieve
it. Increases in agility offer a viable option to this
dilemma for the following reasons:

1. Agility is largely a mindset, as is stated in
FM 100-5 and shown in the historical cases studied. Training
and war games alone should therefore provide a significant
improvement.

2. Gains in depth have been the priority for-
several years and the easy and inexpensive discoveries have
probably already been made.

3. Agility has had little recent emphasis atc,
therefore, could provide some feasible alternatives very
rapidly and inexpensively.

The study concludes that the Warsaw Pact has and will
almost certainly retain a significant advantaqe over NATO in
depth. Their centralized control system is, however,
inherently less agile than the forces of NATO. NATO should
therefore emphasize its potential advantage in relative
agility to defeat any agression by the Warsaw Pact.
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The Relationship of Depth and Agility: Historical Cases and
Observations Releyant to NATO's Present Dilemma

I. Introduction

NATO is firmly committed to the forward defense of all its

territory. Only through the stated policy of protection of

every inch of its domain does the alliance feel it demonstrates

sufficient resolve to pose a credible deterrence to the Warsaw

Pact_ (Pact). Geography and demography also dictate that no

terrain can be lost without unacceptably severe consequences.

Article V of the NATO Treaty, therefore, states:

The Parties aqree that an armed attack against
one or more of therti in Europe shall be
considered ar attack against them all and
consequently they agree that, if such an attack
occurs, each of hem... will assist the Party or
Parties so attack... to restore and rlaintain the
security of the North Atlantic area.

These are key and central issues to the alliance and

cannot be challenged :ir even the most cogent military

cons iderat ions.

Inherent in any defense is the requirement for at least a

minimal level of depth. Depth is generally understood to mlear,

space in which to engage the enemy without placing at risk ary

terrain critical to the favorable settlement ,of the conflict.

Field Manual 100-5 expands this definition by asserting that

depth is "the extension of operat ions ir space, time, and

resources. " It goes on to state that "M,:,mertum ir, the attack

and elasticity in the defense derive from depth."* NATO's

policy of Forward Defense clearly limits the aroount of depth ire

terms of space available on the friendly side of its borders.

Tirme is also a serious constraint or, NATO. The proximity

to the battlefield o:f the Pact as compared to the United States

is art obvious disadvantage to NATO. The commitr,lent of

reinforcements arid the provision of supplies to f-,rces 2r, the

theater is a significant challenge across the Atlantic Ocean.

Corversely, the Pact enjoys overland lines of comriications

(LOCs) which, if riot interdicted, will be able to maintain a

higher rate of flow to the theater at least ir, the early days

*:f rii',,bilization and conflict. Since the Pact has a siqnificarit

.9... numerical advantage overall, there will clearly come a time

when NATO could be overwhelmed by sheer mass. Tir,e, therefore,

favors the Pact, at least until the economies of the West could



be fully mobilized.

Resources are also limited by the very real econormic and

political pressures of NATO's free societies. Demography also

places severe constraints on increasing force size over tirme.

In Germany, for example, the "declining cohort of draft-age

youths is projected to cause a shortage of 104,000 out of

252,000 draftees in the Bundeswehr by 1990."0 It is,

therefore, not a viable option to significantly increase the

overall size of NATO's forces, particularly its more expensive

and manpower-intensive conventional forces. Because of this

the Pact has and will most probably continue to maintain or

expand a marked numerical superiority in conventicnal forces.

A 1985 comparison of NATO versus Pact forces graphically

depicts the disparity as follows:

Total Uniformed Manpower - 5.0:6. 1

Main Battle Tanks - 2:5

Antitank Guided Weapon Launchers - 1:2

Artillery and Mortars - 1:2

Attack Helicopters - 1:31

Many feel that this is an overly optimistic appraisal ,-f

NATO's forces relative to the Pact. Nonetheless, it is clear

that NATO is, and probably will remain, at a relative numerical

disadvantage to its primary adversary.

NATO is painfully aware that depth in all its facets

favors the Pact. To correct this situation, NATO has initiated

many prograrms to gain depth o-n the enemy side of the FLOT

through the use of what has been termed the deep strike

concept. Included in this concept are significant program riatic

and doctrinal changes such as the Ererqirq Techn,-,olgies

Initiatives, Follow-on Forces Attack. (FOFA), and C,.:,urter-Air

90. The crux of m1,ost of these pr,:,grars is to, .,ptimize the

- .technological advantages of NATO to attack the larqer Pact

forces in depth or, his side of the FLOT. The Prerican Defense

Annual 1985-1986 states, however, that:

Concepts such as FOFA seek to extend the ranqe
of interdiction o,-perations deep ir, the enemiy' s
rear by application o:f new techrIoloIges that
car, see and ther, sh,-ozt at ground targets with
great accuracy. The techn:,logical chal lerne
and organizatioral complexity :,f .:,perat i.-,rs
over such an expanse of terrain have
contributed to criticism of the deep str-ike
concepts.

61p .-



Analyst Steven Cariby, writing about deep strike

technologies has also recently addressed what he terms as

... serious issues of cost and operatioral
effectiveness--that it (high-tech deep attack
weaponry) may cost an order of ragnitude more
than es timated by advocates and still not work
or be easily overcome by cheap Soviet
countermeasures. "

So, although some progress has been made, it has beer

expensive and has perhaps reached the point where the returns

are marginal at best and may not be affordable. This is

aggravated by the lack of funds for the military in most

countries where real growth in defense spending has been

decidedly less than the 3" promised in 1977. Since 1980. only

the U.S., Canada and Luxembourg have consistently made this

goal. 7  In the United States, the recent passage of the

Gramrr-Rudrnan Bill has placed serious constraints on many

programs, including those in the Department of Defense. It is

clear, therefore, that NATO has likely extended its depth to

the point of diminishing marginal returns and, in these times

of serious econ.:,nmic pressures, must consider ct her opt io:ns for

defeating any aggression by the Pact.

Historical examples appear, to indicate that a relatiorship

exits between depth and agility which may offer ar, acceptable

alternative through increased emphasis Zr agility. Agility is

defined by FM 100-5 as:

... the ability of friendly forces to act
faster than the enemy... Such greater quickness
permits the rapid concentration of frierly
strengths against enemy vulnerabilities... It
is this process of successive concentrat i on
against locally weaker ,r iunprepared enemy
forces which enables smaller forces to,
disorient, fraqrment, ard eventually defeat
ruch larger opposing forces. B

The case of a smaller force defeating a larger fcrce is

obvio:.usly relevant to NATO. The concept of aqility becomes

evern more cogent when the last paragraph o-f the Fi 100-5

discussion of agility is considered. It states that "In the

end, agility is as much a mental as a physical quality.-9 It

may be reasorable to increase the probabi lity of success
against the rumerically superior forces of the Pact by tne

* relatively cheap rimeth.:.d :.f emphasizing agility ir all future

3W\% %



training and doctrine, following that up as necessary with the

hardware to further support the concept.

SCOPE

This monograph addresses the conceptual relatiorship

between depth and agility and attempts to apply its findings to

NATO's current situation. The perspective is primarily that of

a force on the operational defensive as NATO will be in the

opening days of a conflict in Europe. The working hypothesis

is that all forseeable substantive and affordable gains in

depth that can be made by NATO within its economical,,

political, and technological constraints have beer, either

completed or, at least, initiated. NATO has theref:re reached

a point of diminishing marginal returns in plrSui t of

additional depth. Future emphasis should turn towards agility,

where unplowed ground may produce substantial results far mlore

economical ly.

METHODOLOGY

This ronograph uses a historical method to analyze and

compare the major operatio-,ns and campaigns listed below to

determine the relationship between depth and agility. To

adequately analyze this relationship the following matrix of

possibilities will be studied usinq the indicated cases as

examples of each condition.

DEPTH LIMITED DEPTH WIN LOSE£ Ardennes

IKhar ko:v I

AGILITY (German)

(Gerrar, i I

]I Kursk I

LIMITED IRsir Manchur ia

ABILITY -, ~ ( Japanese)
I No:rmand y

WN LOS (German)

~~Aco:mplete and detailed analysis o:f each mlajo:r ,:,perati,:,r,

-- ,-or campaign, is not possible within the confines of this

~4
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monograph. It is, therefore, assumed that the reader is

reasonably conversant with each of the cases being addressed :r

will refer to the endnotes or bibliography for sources of

additional information.

For the purposes of the analysis, depth will be discussed

in terms of space, time, and resources; agility, in terms of

mobility, command, control, comurnuications and intelligence

(C31), and mindset.

N5



II. Analysis

Depth and Agility - Successful

Kharkov I (German Perspective)

General Situation: On 19 November 1942 the Russian forces

around Stalingrad launched a massive counteroffensive which

succeeded in encircling the German Sixth Army. For the next two

months the Russian forces continued their advances from the

Volga to the Donets. On 19 January 1942, General Vatutin,

Commander of the Russian Southwest Front, proposed to Stavka

(Russian High Commrand) that an operation of considerable size

be launched to the southwest designed to drive deep into the

rear of Army Group "Don" ard cut off German withdrawal routes

from the Donbas. The ultimate intent of this operation was to

cause the collapse of all German forces in the south. The

success of the Stalingrad operatior, had greatly increased

Russian confidence irn their ability to execute such a massive

operation and had convinced them that the Germans were

disintegrating. Stavka therefore expanded the plan to include

participation by both Fronts on the flanks of Vatutin, the
Voronezh and South Fronts. It was a hastily planned operation

with the first units initiating the attack on 29 January. The

general conduct of the operation is depicted on Map 1. 10

Initially, success was achieved all along the line. As

-the Soviet penetration developed, the Germans were able to hold

both the north and south shoulder. Although a qap of over 200

miles had been torr in the German lines, the shoulders had

finally been held. Marstein recognized the danger rot only to

his Army Group "Don", but to the whole German effort in

S:uthern Russia. Utilizirng forces currently assigned to him, as

well as several SS panzer units which were fortuitouslv

arriving in the sector, he c:nducted converginq cordinated

counterattacks against what he had correctly determined to be

the Russiar center of gravity, the tank corps of Mobile Group
Popov and the Third Tank Arrmiy. These attacks were conducted in

sequence against the forces which had, as in the case of Mobile

Group Popov, stretched their lines of cormrunicatrion (LOCs) up

to 400 miles. As the Russian urnits penetrated, they had

dispersed, diluting their combat power to the point that the

6



smaller but more agile forces of Mansteir, could attack them at

points of relative German strength. Thus, by taking advantage

of the "spreading torrent" effect arid the reverse synergism it

includes, Manstein operationally defeated a significantly

larger force in a series of tactical engagements in which he

was able to enjoy local superiority in combat power. The

separate operations were sequenced to deal first with the most

dangerous force, I'S-,bile Group Popov, and subsequently with the

larger Third Tank Armly which had been delayed by the fighting

in Kharkov. As the counterat-tacks progressed, the separate

German units converged on each other, destroying Russian fo-,rces

as they went. By so doing they created a large gap in the

Russian lines which was subsequently exploited by the then

massed German forces.

Depth.- Space: The area of operations was approximately 750

nmiles long and 400 miles deep." Germian units were deployed

alorg lightly fortified lines with understrength divisions

covering up to 30 kilometers. "t Central to Manstein's, ability

to conduct a highly mobile defense was his capability to trade

this space for time, and with that time, to gain and position

critical resources. During the c:nduct of the campaign, more

than 400 miles of Russian territory were lost, only to be

regained during the subsequent German counter offensive. For-

some period during the early stages of the Russian offensive

Manstein had no forces in front of the attacking Russian tank

corps. Because of the tremendous defensive space available to

him, he was able to allow this to continue long enough to form

sufficient mobile reserves to counterattack the flanks of the

Soviet forces and defeat them in detail, while taking care r.c:t

to lose the decisive terrain of the Dneiper River

The Russians were not able to repeat the ercirclement as they

had at Stalingrad. This was a case when the vastness of the

Russian terrain worked to the disadvantage of the Sc viet Arrm1y.

Time: This was one of the last cases in the war or the

Eastern Front when time, at least in the short terrmi

perspective, was :,n the side 1:-F the Gerrmans. As tirme went cr

the Russians were growing weaker. With no reserves to call

upon arid LOCs, stretched beyond their linlit, still extending,

the Russians had clearly exceeded their culminating point.

7



Conversely, the Germans were growing relatively stronger over

time with the arrival of reserve panzer units and the

shortening of their LOCs as they withdrew. Time clearly

favored the Germans.

Resources: German forces in the sector included

Manstein's Army Group "Don" and Kleist's Army Group "A". Force

ratios in the area of the main effort were as follows:

Germans Soviet

Southwest Front

160,000 troops and 150 tanks vs 325,000 troops and 500 tanks

Voronezh Front

50,000 troops and 50 tanks vs 200,000 troops and 300 tanks1 =

As is evident, the overall ratio of combat power clearly

supported the Russians, but over time the trend was in the

Germans favor. Therefore as the Russians grew weaker and more

dispersed (reverse synergism) the Germans were increasing in

both strength and mass. As the Russians LOCs stretched and

were affected by distance or enemy action, the German LOCs

contracted, becoming shorter and rnore efficient.

Agility - Mobility: Relative mobility clearly favored the

Germans. Both in equipment and in organization, the Germans

were a significantly more mobile force. They had a much higher

density of panzer and panzergrenadier units than did the

Russians and were far less dependent on horses for logistical

transport.

C31: The Gerrlan systermi :,f comnmand arid contr,-,1 was a

proven one, refined in the previous years of successful mobile

warfare. It had a dem,-,nstrated ability to deal with the vast

distances and remarkable pace of mechanized operation,'s.

Conversely, the Russian system was still developing arid,

although vastly improved since the beginning of the war, it had

not yet caught up to that of its adversary.

Mindset: Here, too, the Germans had the edge due to past

experience. Stalingrad had given the Russians a dramatic boost

in confidence and the courage of the iridividual Russian soldier

had never been questioned. To cormpensate for their lack :,f C31

8



and training (in part due to their political system), the

Russians had a rigid command system which did rot allow for-

individual initiative or flexibility. The mindset of the

Russians was, therefore, to take advantage of the perceived

German weaknesses and repeat Stalingrad o:n a larger scale by a

headlong rush to the Dneiper. This mindset was so strong that

it caused the Soviet commanders at all levels to disregard the

obvious indications of an impending German counterattack and

push on with the original plan. The Germans, however, had

inbred the concepts of initiative and flexibility into their,

forces and were therefore able to react much more effectively

to the initial Russian successes, ultimately turrning them to

their advantage.

Summary: The success of the German mobile defense was directly

facilitated by its greater relative depth in terms of space,

time and resources and its significant agility differential.

By trading space for time in which to form a mobile reserve,

Manstein took advantage of the Russian expanding torrent and

the reverse synergism inherent in it to attack the Russian

flanks and defeat the larger Russian forces in detail and

sequence. Had the German Forces not been able to hold the

shoulders of the penetration, even tho-,ugh the gap was some 200

miles wide, no assailable flanks would have beer, forriled and the

result could have been success for the Russian, intert.

Conclusions: As demonstrated at Kharkov, a Force which

possesses superiority in relative depth and agility is capable

o-f conducting successful defensive operations. The cor,duct of

a successful mobile defense will, by the destruction of enemy

units and the subsequent gaps created in the enerly fr.nt,

provide opportunities for offensive actions. The conduct *:f a

mobile defense by a force of inferior size is dependent on, the

creation of a situation of relative superiority at critical

po ints. Holding the shoulders of a penetration, ever, if the

gap is quite large, will provide the opportunity of an expo, sed

enemy flank and possibly cause the enerty to experience the

"expanding torrent syrdr-:-me".

Limited Depth and Limited Agility - Unsuccessful

Manchuria (Japanese Perspective)

9



General Situation: The Soviet invasion of Manchuria (Map 2.")

represented the culmirat ion of the Soviet operational art in

World War II. It was a massive, multi-directional strike

designed to insure a rapid and complete victory by the Soviet

forces. To execute the attack and to insure a swift and certain

victory, the Soviets doubled the Far East Command to a total of

,o-ver eighty divisions. Based on lessorns learned earlier in the

war and to insure adequate control of the massive number of

forces spread over such large distances, a full-fledged theater

cof military operations (TVD) comranded by Marshall A. N.

Vasilevesky was formed to oversee the ,:perati . '

In rany ways the Soviet operation was not necessary to the

defeat of the Japanese, but because it had beer agreed to at

Yalta and in order to give Russia a stronger claim to the

territory, it was vigorously and masterfully executed at the

relatively small cost of 32,000 Russian casualties.

Depth - Space: The Manchurian Province was 1.5 million square

ki lometers of largely unsettled mountains and plateaus. The

terrain formed concentric rings with mountains on the exterior

guarding the central plain. Primary passes through the

mountains usually contained only railroads and trails.

Numerous secondary routes, thought by the Japanese to be toc

constricted and rough for mechanized traffic, also existed.

This vast landscape provided great quantities of room in which

to defend, with the mountains offering excellent defensible

terrain. The overall picture was ore of advartage to the

defender. The Japanese co-uld use interio-,r lines of the Centrai

Plain and the outer barriers of the rountairs of the perireter

to hold off the miechanized forces o:f the Soviets. This could

have apparently offered the type of posit ional defense, at

least in the mountains, at which the Japanese had excelled in

the Pacific Islands. Furtherrmore, the Soviets were stretched

to the 1 rlimits with their l ines of cormmunicat ions r, ring al

the way across Siberia. Space clearly favored the defender.

Time: Time, however, favored the Soviets. With ev ey

passing day their forces increased. Supplies arrived in an

efficient and timely manner. Soviet plann rig arid preparatoir

had not only overcome the vast distances, but had done so ir

ruch less time than the Japanese thought possible. By the end
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of July 1945, the Soviets were ready to attack. The Japanese

did riot expect them for at least another month. Gaining

strategic, operational, and tactical surprise, the Soviets

attacked through unexpected terrain, gained an advantage over

the Japanese, and overran Manchuria in less than two weeks.

Time clearly favored the Soviets, both in terms of force

buildup and tempo of the attack.

Resources: The discrepancy here is not as numerically

great as might be expected. Japanese forces in the area

numbered one million men. In Manchuria alone the Japanese had

713,724 men. The overall ratio, of So:viet t.: Japanese ccrlbat

forces was 2--.2:1 in men, 4.8:1 in tanks and artillery, and L2:1

in aviation assets. "' Because the Japanese were on the defense

and the Soviets were such a long way from their supplies, these

ratios, with the possible exception of tanks and artillery,

were riot unacceptable to the Japanese. It is relevant to note

that they compare rather favorably to similar ratios of the

Warsaw Pact and NATO today. The ratios belie the critical fact

the Japanese were so lacking in mobility and antitank

capability that they could not take advantage of their superior-

depth in terms of space and were, therefore, very quickly

overrun. According to Glantz,

"Antitark weapons were lacking, and
although the division was heavy in manpower,
it was lighter in firepower than its Soviet
equivalent. In mechanized and tank. forces,
the Japanese also compared badly: they had no
tank comparable to the Soviet redium T-34.
The Kwari tung Army was scarcely better equipped
to fight in 1945 than it had been in 1339.

Furthermore, the Kwarigtung Army of 1945 was not the high

quality, well trained force it had beer, ir 1939. its

experienced and battle-hardened soldiers had lorr gc- beer,

taken to fill the other combat units in the rore active

theaters. It was, therefo, re, neither well trained, highly

motivated nor well equipped.

Agility - Mobility: This was clearly the overriding factor, it,

Favor of the Sozviet-. The Japanese fo.rmiations were rot

equipped to conduct maneuver warfare at any pace above a walk.

As they had proven earlier in the war, they were capable of

utilizing maneuver over the roughest terrain to gain an

advantage, but here their enemy turned the tables on them at

11
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the speed of a mechanized force - the Japanese never caught .. p.

The Soviets, capitalizing on the mobility of their tracked

vehicles, utilized secondary passes through the mourstairs tc

bypass many Japanese positions and to outflank others.

Furtherrm:re, they used forward detachments from each first

echelon division to drive ahead of the retreating Japanese and

capture the critical terrain and subsequent defensive positions

to prevent their occupation. Given the differential level of

mobility enjoyed by the Soviets, the Japanese never caught up

with the battle. In places where the Soviets forced them to

fight, the Japanese soldiers fought as tenaciously as an/wiier>E

ir, the Pacific Theater. But operatinally. the Japarese were

never in the campaign due to their poor, initial positioninrig and

their lack of mobility.

C31: Here, too, the Japanese were lacking. Japanese

intelligence failed to alert the high command cf the inmpendiri.4

attack. The offensive was not expected for at least another

mrnth and probably not until the spring of 1946. The Japanese

were so sure o:f this that General Yamado, commander cf the

Kwangtung Arrmy and many of the ccmmanders of the Japanese Fifth

Army, were away from their posts orn the night o-,f the attacks.

The newest Japanese defense plan had not been fully

implemented, with many of the units not yet deplo:yed to their-

new defensive posit ions due to a lack :,f transp,-,rtat ior, arid

sense o:f urgency on the part of the high comriand.

The Japanese high command b, re much of the blame foCr ths.

poor showing of their forces. Glantz writes,

Setting aside Soviet acti,_-,rss the Japanese
High Comrmrand reacted sloppily and

W, indecisively, whether because ,::f
overconrfiderce, cnlp 1 acency. cn fus 1 ,
pessifi sm .... For- whatever reas,_,r, Japa,-e'e
crnianders fa i led their army. C.rnf ci o
re igned at the t,:p, ard area army ar id arr'il-
orders conflicted. Thus, many unfits vi thcr'ew-j
frml cmlbat, wh i 1 e o t hers were swa I I- cMec, up 0
it.

Mindset: The Japanese mindset has been adequately

described above. The effects of the heavy bm,rnbirg ,, i~cla e

the dropping :f the atomic bomb), the concern of the Japariese

for their families ir, the rear, and the tr,:ughts and rAri,-.rs .-

an impending cease fire, must have had a rurmbing effect,

particularly :,n the officers who knew what was _ccu,-r rg ±r

y'12



Japan. Conversely, the Soviet mindset was c:rie o-f corfidernce

and success. Their mobile warfare concept and operational art

had fully matured. These factors, coupled with their, sheer

preponderance of force in the theater, spelled certain victory

for the Russians.

Summary: The Japanese Army was clearly outclassed arid

over-matched in the Manchuriarn Campaign. Although the Japanese

had tremendous space in which to engage the Soviet Arrilies,

their resources in mobility arid tank-killing systems were

grossly lacking. The So, viets, aware of this, accurately

determined that a campaign of rapid pace which attaci.ed fi,-nl'

different directiorls and converged o-n the Central -lair, ;.sc,uld

be successful. They were also able t'- utilize terrain which

the Japanese had determined was riot trafficable arid had

therefore not defended. Having gained the freedom of rlaneuver

they needed, the Soviets eripl,-oyed forward detachriienits to

raintain a tempo of operations which the Japanese could r.ot

riatch.

Conclusions: As seen in the 1945 Manchuria case, space alone

does riot equate to depth. In order to take advantaqe of space,

a force rlust have sufficient relative mobility tc, nove at some

rate in excess of that ,f its enemy. In a case such as this

one where a defensive force has neither an advantage in depth

or agility, it has little or no hope of defeating the enermy

f orce. The only hope of delaying the rmore agile force is to

defend superior terrain through strorgpoinits, realizi ng that

once fo-0rces are bypassed they car o:nly serve as stay-bei id

f orc e s.

Depth and Insufficient Agility - Unsuccessful

Normandy (German Perspective)

General Situation: On, 6 Jure 1944, the Allied fcrces ur, der the

corriard of General Dwight David Eisenho-,wer battled their way

qshore or, the Normandy Beaches. These landings, co, de-ramed

Operation OVERLORD, consisted cf a airdr,,p cf two ai,,-r're

divisions behind the beachheads, followed by ar, arphinic.-us

Pssault by five divisions. A1s a prelude to the :,peratiorl, the

combined air forces of the Allies had co,.nducted a heavy bomilbing

campaign designed to limit the rmiobility of the Gerriar, r-eserves,

13
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while also supportirng the deception plan that the larding was

to be miade in Pas de Calais.

In attemnpt ing to repel these landings, Germian forces were

air-rayed from the vicinity of Amsterdam to the South of France.

Map 3 depicts the German disposit ions in Normandy or the day *:f

the invasion.12" Mobile reserves were retaired in depth to be

co:mmitted before the beachhead becamte too well fo:rmed arid

solidified. The pre pond eran-rce of the German forces were

~ .~retained in the Pas de Calais region, where Hitler was

convinced the assault would come. These Forces were not all

introduced into the battle urt il up to: two wee- c a t.

Depth - Space: Inadequate space was ro--t a problemi for t~ie

Germans. If space was a factor, it was ant excess of it to

defend against the Allied assault.

-* -:Time: In anty amph ibious assault, time favo'rs the

defender-, at least irit ial ly. The attacker- must bring

everything ashore ir a cumbersorme marrner which rilay be

interdicted by either the enemiy or the weather. Co-niverse ly,

the deferder- has all his forces or shor'e, is faiiiliar- with Lte

terrain arid, unless heavily interdicted fromf the airo by

part isans, has the opportunity to mass his forces against the

lardirg befo:re it is solidified. Until the rate o-F buildup bv

the assaultinig force exceeds the capability of th. cef'erder-

miass, time favors the defender.

Resources: Total resources were no:t a pronbii fc::r t-

Germars in Frarce at the time o:f the land ings. EBy the

beg inring of May, 0KW had at its dispo-_sal 1, 608 tanI- arCA
Assault gunls. Of this total, G74 were FRz w I''

Panthers. I F A si gni f icant po-rt ionr of th i,: n'-) c- x

beer birought to-- beatr against the inherent ly slow u i -

assault fromi the sea, the results could have bee.-,

devastat 1ng. 1

Agility - Mobility: The structure and capabilit.c , ~ rr3

divisionsi were siriilar to the i-rieicar d ir

mobility and fir-epo--wer. Few, if anty, of the Ger-miafr inits na

cormparable mobility throughout the unit; i.e., * ;n 1 :~1t

tail of ant ar-mor fonrce was ho_-rse-drawnj. Co-nversely. th)E

-add it ional automr~atic weap:rs it,, a Germar divi sicr,- gave it .3k

a, 14
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relative firep,-wer advantage ever though it had 1,2'0 fewer

soldiers. The 130th Parzer Lehr Division was the n-,rly unit ir,

which all parzer greradier battalions ard its engineer

battalion were rourted in half-tracks arid its artillery was

self-propelled, giving it equivalent mobility to its Arierican

counterpar -t. The Germans were still, however, extrermely

effective, having proven their ability to move rapidly on many

-occasions during the preceding few years.

C31: The Gerrman command structure was chao-tic. As

commander of OB West, Rundstedt did not have complete czr, t r-l

either- of R-rliel, wh-, was comrlmar, irig Arry Giroup E., , 7 1- 'i

Navy and Air F,-,rce supp-,rt ir, his area. Furthe,-mzrc-,. th I.

geneerals were in total disagreetiert as to how the defense

should be conducted. Rundstedt wanted to utilize a heavy

mzobile striking force, rarshalled well away fr-ml the coast, to,

drive the Allies back into the sea. Rommel, having expeienced

the difficulties of attermiptring to move with:ut air superi,, rity,

favored the posit ioring of the rm--,bile reserves immediately

behind the beaches (Map 4-). Although Hitler- favored R-mriei's

plan, he never clearly stated his preference but did retain

final authority over release of the reserves.O In fact, at

the tirmle z:f the invasion Rommel was in Germany trying to

per-suade Hitler to move the parzer divisi-rs f,-r-aard to riiesmt

the anticipated attack.e

Command arid control of the units of the German Arrmy wa

further complicated by the lack of standard izati,-,,-, Ar-r the

u,.its as well as the different chairs of command. Six Wehc,-rmaa

infartry, three panzer, arid at least three par-achAt C?

divisio:,rs, somte of which were SS, were positi,-ou - -

the t ime of the ir, vasi,-,r,. (This -,bvi,-,us 1 y J,-,e e t ,,z .

static garrison divisions -,f the co-astal defer-,se ic eJ in

Map 4. ) The SS ard the Luftwaffe uni ts (airb,orne di i _-,

were rot governed by the Wehrrmacht as the prir, c i1.a rili yf

,-rgar, izat ion, but by the 'semiaut.-ri-rzus sat,'ap- i i -

SS Heinreich Himmler arid Reichsmarshall Hermean ier

respectively. "06,

Mindset: The Gerrr, Army was the persorificati,-,r -f

mobile warfare arid the iriherrent agility it required. C,.:n-r, cepo P

like "Auftragstaktik" (mission tactics), "Beweglichkeit"
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(flexibility, mental agility, ability to impro-vise), arid

"Schwerpunkt" (thrust point, may charge during :, batte)

indicate clearly that the Gerrmian forces, if per',li tted by t he

situation arld so directed by their chain of cr:miaid, would be

capable of exercising extreme agility.

Summary: The lack of a timely response by the Germans to, the

irvasiorn resulted in the landings achieving sufficient

strength to gain the operati,-,nal initiative. The advantages ,-,f

depth in terms ,-f reso-urces, space and t ime were negated by ti, e

lack cf agility -,r the part ,:f the Gerr,an forces. This was

caused only in part by the heavy bc-,bardrnents by the lili.d Aii

F,-,rces. The predo,linate cause was the abysmal c,-,ormand ard

cor,tr-,l relationships established by the Germans. The agilt,,

",f the "blitzkrieq" was lost due to the indecisic-ri a; d

ineptitude ,f Hitler's ad hoc, imprecise command relati onships.

Either Rurdstedt' s ,:r Rmmrirel' s concepts rlay have teen

successful; as it was, neither was giver a chance, much t,-, the

gcd fortune ,:f the Allies.

Conclusions: As seen at Normandy, a relative advantage in

depth is totally useless if the force which has it does rot C,"

c- .nr-t exercise sufficient agility to, capitalize c-,r its dept;).

Depth and Limited Agility - Successful

Kursk I, (Russian Perspective)

General Situation: Rcllowing the defeat cf the Russian

courteroffensive around !Kharkcv, Marsteir launched a higrhlI

successful c,-u;te-offer, sive which succeeded in reachi,'_ r he

lines depicted on Map 5 pri r to the spring thaw. -  t-rc, m f.,

,, rt a co:t i nuat icr ,F the .f fens i vC, -peVr2 - ,

plared tr. tae advantaqe cf the S,-viet eo>-e -

cir-,zri the wijqte- losses. Ever with the ls.es . .,

the Russiars remsaired rumerically super icr, butk tl le Ger-rlaci:

believed themselves to still be vastly superi:,r ._a itet ,

ard ir the operati.:-rial art. Later results pr,-ved t

assumpt icr t, be in-valid.

The initial date for Operati,-,r, 2ITADELLE .-: s late . -

l')4,3, thus prcvidirng - -,i-'t pause for thLe ^weay Gerri',r ,

yet r,,t giving the Russians sufficient time tc, refit ard

.regr,-up. Dates f,r ZITADELLE were however repeatedly delayed
['m_' 1 6
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by weather and to take advantage of the opportunity to employ

the new Panther arid Tiger tanks and the Ferdi and assault gr,

in large quantities. Operations PANTHER and HADICIIT were to

have proceeded ZITADELLE but were ultimately cancelled. On 13

Jure, Hitler belatedly set the final date for 5 July."" What

the Germans, particularly Hitler, failed t: realize was that

their delays favored the Soviets far more than they favored the

Germans. The Soviets were out-producing the Germans by a wide

margin and, by the end of May, the strategic balance in theater,

had shifted to the Russians."" The three month delay had

completely changed the situation, but the German. pi , 1 ai th.e

same. Depth was now clearly in the favor of the RUssians.

t The Russian plan was basically a simple one designed to

avoid the loss of control experienced in the winter campaign,

while capitalizing on their superior resources and the

advantages of the defender. The plan consisted of two stages;

the first, an operational defense in the Kursk Salient, was

designed to do "something they had never before achieved -

namely, stop a German strategic offensive before it had

achieved tactical or operational success. "m The second stage

was an operational offensive intended to take advantage of the

losses inflicted on the Germans during the Soviet defensive.

In the final analysis, the Russian plan worked to

perfection. The massive defenses in depth, coupled with Soviet

air interdiction and massed artillery, severely sapped the

strength of the German attackers, stopping the ofFensive befonf

it had gained any of its operational objectives.

Depth - Space: The Russian use of space or terrain in and

around the Kursk Salient was clearly not in the nor" of A

rmobi i defense. 'he defense was organi zed as depic .ed an Map ,

with the Central Front in the ri--th and the Voronezh 2ronc in,

the south. "' The density and depth of the defense exceeed

anything organized previously in the war. Zieme describes t-ne

defensive organization as follows:

Both front-s had concentrated about oe - Ld
.- F their artillary ard tanks in the "seLtDr
where the German attacks were expected. In
the main line of resistance 2 to 3 miles
deep the armies had dug 3 to 5 trencm ines
and bu. ilt weapons emplacements and duqy,-
At the depth of 6 and 13 miles they nai
constructed similar secondary lines. iehi nd
those, the first about 25 miles ack, lay
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ano-ther three lines that constituted the front
defense zone. The Central Front alone, uLsiTn
troops and local civilians,-a-d--dug over 3,000
miles of trerches. Every village and every
hill in the steppe had beer, fort ified, and ir,
the fields, that surmmer mostly , overgrOw,"s with
Brass, the engineers had set 400 000 mines.
Rcross the eastern end of the bulge, General
Arraii Ivan S. Konev's Steppe Fror had
established three armies in a screening line
t:, prevent the Germans from carrying the
offensive east if the Soviet defense in the
Bulge failed. As additional insurance, at
arrily and two tank armies were held in -eserve
northeast of Orel and an arry and a tank array
stood by east of Kharkov-Belg,-,rod. Th.L
-represertatives --f the Supreme Command were
Vasilevskiy arid Zhukoz:v, the proved Stalingrad
offensive team.00

Clearly, the Russians had no intention of utilizir, g]pac

other than to posit ir overwhelming forces in, depth ,: heavily

reinforced terrain across which they expected the Germans to

attack.

Time: The respite of over three months provided by the

Germans had been used wisely and well as the defensive

dispositions indicate. It had provided sufficient tirme fo-,r the

preparations which were completed prior- to the attack.

During the battle, the Russians also had en.,ugh time to

su.ccessfully react to the German threats, prevent inig them from

becorming decisive penetratio rs. This time to react resulted

largely fromin the reduc tion in tempo o-f the Gerrlar, attack

wrought by the Russian defenses. Ar example of this was the

coriritrierit of the Fifth Guards Tank Array against the SS Parzer

Corps around Prokhorovka or, 12 July 1943. In past engagemer:tc

the rate of Gerriarm mzoveraert had exceeded the Russian7 z, ability

to respond, but at Prokhorovka an entire Soviet tark army met

the main effort.

Resources: The balance of forces in the theater- wa _

iFO 1 1 cws:

German and Axis Sov iet

Tro-ps 5, 325, i)'ZI 0, 44-. '"300

G.ns/rortars 56, 250 1i ,,. 35

Tanks/SPt s ,850 , 918

Aircraft 2. 980 9, 357

Within the salient alo ne the Russians p,0,siti-ed o- .ver 1.3

raillicnr men, 20, 000 gurs and rmortars, and 3, 500 tanks ard self

1B
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propelled guns (SPs) . - Operati, nally, the Soviets positioned

two fronts in the salient and another entire frn-,nt in reserve

(see Map 6).31 Sheer mass of forces provided insurrmountable

depth into which the Germars obligingly attacked. The

disparity of forces was further aggravated for the Gerrmians by

the poor showing made by the new tanks and SPs on which the

attack had so long waited. Clearly, the Soviets had a

significant advantage in depth of resources.

Agility - Mobility: Altho, ugh sorae improvements had been made in

the Russian forces, the Germans still had a mobility advantage.

The majority ,-,f the Russian forces remained f,=ct-mz, 11:_

logistics were still horse-drawn. Althougi the trerid wa.s

clearly toward more rmbility for the Russians, the Gerrii-ns

retained the advantage at this stage of the war.

C31: Russian, command and control and intelligence had

broken down badly during the previous campaign ir, ard ar-urd

Kharkov. The C3I was sufficient to conduct a largely

posit ional defense but perhaps not a large-scale offensive.

This was one consideration in Zhukov' s recomrtiendat ion to- Sta1,iri

that a defensive be the first stage in the Soviet strategy.

Operati,-onal co-rdination was conducted by the Sbavka

represertat ives Zhuk,-,v arid Vasilevskiy.

Mindset: The Russian mindset below Stavka was .-,rierted or

positional defense, at least in the initial stage of the

battle. Units w,-,uld die i- place rather than allow the Germans

another breakthrough. Operationally, the Russian-ii saw the

necessity to go over immediately to the offensi/e in order to

take advantage of the German losses and dis,-r]ari'izati-, ar do

prevent the rassig ,Of o-:,r'ces fir,:,r,t other p, i.-,t. -

at the decisive point.

Summary: By accurately identifying the point at ^ 1.c- the n -

German effort would be Made, arid having sufficie,-,t t inwe t_-.

reinforce the terrain and generate forces, the w:, ets ,ere

able to achieve a resounding victory which may have oeen tmie

turning-point of the war.

Conclusions: As the Kursk example demonrstrates, a f, rce 'hich

has overwhelming depth and which ca-n force the eerly to at -

into that strength as opposed to bypassing it, car be

victorious ever though it may be relatively deficient in

19
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agility. The amou-nt of agility required to defeat the attacker

is related to the depth or density of the defense. If the

defense slows the tempo of the attack to the poi.-it that a force

which is normally much less agile car react in time to defeat a

threat to the continuity of the defense, then it has sufficient

agility. It is therefore evident that, ever, in this case of

great depth, a certain mlinimum level of agility is required to

prevent the enemy from massing the majority of his combat power

against a small porti on .:f the defense while disregarding the

re mainder.

This case of -, erwhelril rig super ior'ity cr d pt iS ro.t

articipated for the U.S. ard NATO it, r i.:t p ausibl i sC.erar,1.s

Insufficient Depth and Sufficient Agility - Unsuccessful

Kursk II, Russian Counteroffensive (German Perspective)

General Situation: As was previously discussed, the 3ciet

plan for the defense of Kursk consisted of two stages. The

first stage was the successful defeat of the Germar attack into

the sal.. -t. Once the attack stalled, two couterstrcd.es were

to be initiated. The first, Operation KUTUZOV, jas t: be

conducted against the Orel salient to the north of Xursk by t-

Western and the Bryansk Fronts (Map 7).aO It was designed to,

begin even before the Germans realized defeat, ther-eby

threatening the forces in the north and causing the reducti or

of pressure into the Kursk salient. It begar, or 12 July, the

same day that Hitler called off Operation ZITADELLE, and

experienced significant initial success. Strategic linkage

also assisted the Russian plans as the Allied landing in Sicily

caused Hitler t pull out forces to send t, that _ -

On 17 July, the So, uth and the Southwest Fr7-.;z larc-ed

offerisi ves against the Germar Army Grorup Soutn. Thi seried t

further dissipate the German forces around lKur~siL. h) teppe

and Vcronezh Frgnts sirlultaneously conducted attacxi ,Z the

sectors, regaining their- original defensive iire . i, a wee'.

The stage was niow set f, r Operation RUMYANTSE.

Operation RUMYANTSEV (Map 7) was a courter, r fersive to the

southwest by the Vc,'r.rezh and Steppe Fr,.:nis. r It was desig ned

to, slice thr,,ugh the German Fourth Panzer Armiy and Arry

Detachrert Keielpf by lassing large arrmor forces on a sma 1 r-r,.nt
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against dissipated German forces with an inadequate mobile

reserve. Its goal was to capture the elusive cr,:,ssir,ys over

the Dnieper and thereby trap, or at least force out of southern

Russia, Army Gro-up South. Or, 3 August 1943, having spernt less

than two weeks to rest and refit, the Russian counteroffensive

began in earnest.

Depth - Space: If previous history were an indicator,

German forces of Army Group South had r,,ore than sufficient

space in which to stop the Russian attacks. Just six mornths

before, in the same general area around Kharkov , Arrmy Group

South had stopped an apparently similar Russian cnftersive by

trad ing space for time in which to regroup. M.,,b i l . esr''"

were fo, rmled which defeated the Russians in small bites,

attacking isolated groups and defeating them ir detail. Space

was not the limiting factor.

Time: Likewise, time was riot a corstrairt to the Germans.

There was no impending thaw or rainy season with which to
contend. "General January or February" were behind them.

Sumiwmer was the time of rajor German successes during the war

years. Only in the larger sense that the Germans were beinq

out-produced and out-rmzobi I ized was t ime on the Russiar side.

Resources: Here the Germans were in serious trouble. The

previo:,us operations had drained the already meager Gerran

reserves. The flow of forces was row away from the Easterr

Theater rather than toward it as the erphasis shiFtad to the

West. German forces were spread too thin to hold all along t;ne

front and the Russian offensives were tying down too rany

forces to be able to f:,rrlm a rmobile reserve of sufficient size

to c-,unter the peretratio:ns. As the Russian abtcK3 of r, A L,-

arrmo, r cut throigh the relatively thin Gerran I .L. , t-a

sn, ulders wo.,ld begin to, form, but this time the 2i &ias ,

learned their- lessc-r,. Subsequent attacks were direc.-ted agai:t

those shoulder's t,-,o prevent their- s:,lidification. I\,'M attacks

were launched in, differert sectc, rs to, use up the riiobile

r'eierves ad pr-evernt the Ger'mans fro,,m creat ing oi 1.e resarve3.

The Gerrwar-, fc,._tnd themselves well beyond their- cilririat I rg

p,:,irt with ro ,zw f,,r'ces being introduced to help thei.

Indeed, the ,-:pps, iste Was true; F,,rces contirued to be sent t s,

the West.



Force ratics were as follo ws:

Gerriar, Fourth Parizer and Vor-riezh arid Steppe
Arrly Group Kemp f Frcnt s

Troops 300, 000 980,000

Guns/Mortars 3,0001 I='! 000

Tanks/SPs 600 2,400

Aircraft 900 1, 275

The Voronezh Front alone had tw, tank armies as its

o-peratioral rmobile group. FOur tank corps and a riechari zed

corps supported the armies. Further conFoundi, g the i i'v, ..

Soviets regr-,uped in mi-uch less time thar, the Germans tc i~ t

possible. Therefore, the units were at a much higlher- level

cor~bat power than the Gerriars expected. s'

In the final analysis of depth, space was in the Germars

favor; time was rot a factor- in the short rur, but resources

were a serious handicap for the Germans. Overall, depth clearlI

favored the Russians. This disparity in depth s,-, imlpacted or,

the Gernan effort that ever the operational genius :f Narsteir,

arid the legendary agility -:,f the German units could riot

:vercormie i t.

Agility - Mobility: As was presented ir Kharkov I, the Gerlans

still had a marked edge in mobility.

C31 : Germar, corsiland arid cortrol1 al so remaired at least

adequate to control a rmobile defense of this tpe.

Mindset: The German rimindset appeared to still be 't-:rgly

i ri favor of maneuver warfare and well able tc, exec 'it e it. Mc:.-

of the mareuvers attempted by the Germar, ur its vere siri lar to

th-se successFul ly executed seven r-,ths earl ie.

Agility remraired a hallinar-k of the Germnlarcc e. ZLt it

was rever again to g ive them the Dperat ia, v C ,

iritiative over their deeper- and fast-developirg opporerit.

Summary: Depth in, favor of the Russiars was riot U.isual to te

German cormmanders is, Russia. 2ightring c:utrumbered was e> pect;ed

d'ji-irig alrmost every battle. Heretc.fre, the Gerrilar-3 had jeer,

able to, locate an enemy weakness ard create a situ-tationr in

which they had the advartage. Tho_.:se days were rear-inrg ar erid

as the Russian courteroffersive began. The Russiar, forces -,-,

outrumbered the Gerrars that they could attack at rmary places



virtually sir'lu tareous 1 y. The Germans lost their freedcri ,-,f

maneuver and cc,uld nct hold the shoulders cf the perietratic-rS

cr create a viable mobile reserve.

Conclusions: As seer in the Soviet counteroffersive at Vursk,

greater relative agility can offset some lack of depth cr, the

part of the defender. However, if the attacker has such ar,

advantage in depth that the defender cannot hold the shoulders

:f the penetrations, the differential is too large to be

overcome by superior agility alone. This is also the case when

the attacker is able to put sufficient pressure throzugh.At the

sectoDlr to, prevent the defender frm withdrawi,,g ,,cc.es tc -c-r,

a viable rmzobile reserve.

Insufficient Depth and Sufficient Agility - Successful

Ardennes (American Perspective)

General Situation: As the Allied forces swept across Frarce,

Hitler devised a plan which co-uld only have come c, ut cf

desperation. He decided to commit all his strategic reser-ves

in one grand attempt to split the Allies by a thrust ,-.ut of the

Ardennes to the port of Antwerp (Map 3).-30 In his rmind, this

wo-uld cut off the entire British Army ard cause a halt in the

West, if nc,:t an Allied call fcr peace. Hitler felt his fcrcci

would then have time to race across Germany arid stop the

Russian winter ofFensive which was sure to come. Genera. s

Rundstedt and M,:,del str,:ngly counseled againist this plar, a

unwrkable. Hit ler, always suspicious cf his general, , i grcred

their advice. A strategic reserve was fo_, rred at gr. at effo,-t

and positioned for the offersive. That a reserve' 3._,

c,rstiti.tted at all was alazin g, bt lei ,ir ich 11.1 r a_- rr-,

chief of the Replacement Arrily, ard Reich Miriat , Jc.Depn

Goebbels as the head cf producti-n ard rap,-wer, are ae to

put together a credible force. ly the time the attaclk waL

ready to g.o, Gereralfeldriiarschall Model, cAadi , ,'ry Grcs,.p

B, had at his disposal four armies. Only three -_-F the o-,iies

(Sth Panzer Arriy commanded by General der Panzec't uppenl Hass,

vr, Marteuf Fel, "th Panzer Army c-,mmanded by aererai,'.erst dJc"

WaFfen SS Sepp Dietrich, and the 7th Arrmy ccrmanded by Genera

Bradenberger) took part in the offensive. These three assault

.V 3



armies ircluded seven panzer divisior s, ten vol ksgreradier

(infantry) divisions, one parachute division, arid Skcrzery'os

150th Panzer Brigade which was using predominately captured

American equiprmernt. Eleven of these divisions and Skorzeny's

Brigade actually made it into the Bulge.

The Allies, too short on supplies and units to-, be able to

be strong everywhere, had taken risk in the Ardennes sector of

the front. It was here that new units were sent to be broken

in and tired units were sent to rest. In the sect,_,r :,f the

attack lay four divisions of Middletorn's VIII Corps (the 10Gth

InFantry, 28th Infantry, 9th Armor and thLe 4th i'Frtrw *-r;c

onre division (the 39th Infantry) of Ger,-,w's V CA. ;A- tho

attack began, Gerow was able to, hc, ld the Elsenrbc,- Fidje

against Dietrich's Sixth Panzer Army. This formed the very

important northern shoulder (Map 9). * In the south, Patton's

Third Army, already anticipatinrg the requirerient to co-nduct a

"left-flank.", shifted north and provided the southern shoulder

while sending other divisions or to the north to hit the German

left flank. Within the reentrant, Middleton reacted in superb

* fashi, n by attempting to hold the critical road jurcti ons Cf

Saint Vith, Houffalize, ard Bastogne. In order to buy time to

do this, he fought tactical battles designed to slo-,w the

Germans sufficiently tc, allow reirforcements to arrive. Ti his

Was successfully done as the 7th Armored Division shifted so.th

over thirty miles, arriving at St. Vith on the evening of 17

December, and held the town against Dietrich's Sixth Panzer-

Army until the As3d. ls,r, the 17th, Eisenhower c,-rwiitted h-.

SHAEF reserve, the XVIII Airborne Corps consistirg 1-,f the 101:

Airborne Divisi:n and the 82d Airbcrne 7;ivisi,-. ... O'st

went directly to 2castogne where, by the -- 1st . *c er-ic ±

aiong with elemernts oF the 3th and 10 tn CArr.-'ed visic-,..

20 Deceber, Elserh,ower also shifted the :'(rr-,y Gr-,-,. b,,.......

roughly split the Eulge, givi-ig fi- ,gorler'y recpr -£ itv r-

*owl the rtcrth and Bradley ,'esponsibilit\y For the s'ilsh. hs

decision also facilitated the subsequent c.rt ,Fe , si e -,

reduce the Bulge and drive or into Germany.

The holding .of Gastogre, St. Vith, a,-id the two: -o. der

threw the German advar, ce coDmpletely o-f si had ie, preve-.t ng

fro reaching ever, its first objectives (shoz, rt - F the 'leuse
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River), and buying sufficient time for- the weather to, clear

allowing the U.S. Air ',-,orce to cripple the Gerrian advance.

Depth - Space: Space was a seri,-,us limitation F-, the Arser ica,

forces in this sect,-,r. In terms o divisional frc,'ntages, the

paucity of forces stretched therm to the limit and precluded a

viable tactical reserve in sector. In terms of distance to, the

rear, it was too short. The Meuse River, a major obstacle and

key terrain, was only 30-40 miles to their rear with few if any

reserves between the front line units arid the river. Sr,-,ad

fronts, coupled with a relatively shallow sector ard limited

reserves, created an opportunity f, r the Ge r:ans t.- .- a

successful breakthr-,ugh. Once across the Qaaa F ' .

have been a race to Antwerp, with relatively few Allies in th=

r urrn i rng.

Time: The Gerrnans timed their attack to take advantage of

the bad flying weather to negate the Allied advantage in tLhe

air. The Germars were also able to commit forces rmuch rm-re

quickly initially than the Allies because they were marshallz.d

in the area immediately behind the lines. Therefor-le, as l,:,r.g

as the weather remained bad, time was on their side, at least

until the Allies were able to react with large forces. The

Germians ant icipated that the Al lies wo uld suffer siiqni ica,t

delays due to friction in commi tting miajor forces. InI this

regard they were disappointed. e

Resources: As noted earlier, the Germans had seventeen

divisiorns in the sector of the attack. Of these seventeen,

divisions, eleven were actually able to break thro-ugh ito- the

Eu1ge. Opposing these forces initially were onl fi~e

divisicns ir sector :,c i'h no reserve bet wear th; i ,r :d h'! ,:

River kMap 10). -

Agility - Mobility: It was here that a sigrifica-); varta &

existed f:,r the Ar10ericar s. As discussed in the Nc rriandy

sect ior,, the nrierican di visio:, ns wer'e si gri fic-arft I ror-e ii,:,bi ie

than their German eqtivalent. This all,-wed Aner car c,-,riiadeis

to move ent ire divisico-rs over ehterded distarcs a,',d

immediately cmit them t,-, the battle as thney a,-r-ied because

their, combat support and combat ser-vice _suppc,-t came al-rg .'

them. The Severth i r'ri:,r'ed Divisi:-n, in p.art icuil a-, and al 1 thL

divisi,-,ns .- f Patt:,,,' s Third Arrmy are e>,cellent e,<awples -F this
- C
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capability.

C31: The Allied c-,nmr and a-rid control network. was clearly

adequate to cvercome the chal ienqe. This do, es rot mean that

every unrit was constant ly ir, coirlmLricat ions with its superi or

and subordinates, but they were able to do the right thing at

the right time. In the case of intelligence, the amount of

surprise achieved by the Germans was significant, but not

abso-lute, as was demonstrated by Patton's Third Army Staff

already at wo, rk on a ri-overrent plan before the Ger-iar, attack

began. The C3I network functioned well eri-ough to all, w the

All ies to respon'rd sufficiently rapidly to ri- , '>_e (- -k U.
'riderstrergth z c-or be Fore it could be ful '/ bI-e ,,.> , a&,d - .

bring fcrces to bear which ti-,reatered the Gerriari,

operationally, thus regaining the initiative for thle Allies.

Mindset : The names of Pattori, Collir is anid, perhaps to _-

lesser degree, Bradley ard Middletor, establish a reference i,,,

what the rniirdset was armorig the Americar forces. Clear'ly it was

a riirdset of m,-obility and flexibility. Ever thou,-gh raIry urniits

had beer, sitting in defensive positions for sorne tirie before

the attack, they were, by ard large, the same i.mniits which had

Fought their- way across France ir the greatest feat -.f mobe il

warfare ever seen. Their act ions clearly deinc-rnstrate that the 2

had riot forgc,.tten how to conduct mobile warFare ffectively.

Summary: The Germans were able to mass c, verwhelmi ng coidat

power against relatively wea-. and untried Arierican forces,

achieving significant initial successes. The act i-,_ or the

part of the units holding the shoulders, as well as the urn:

moved in fr:,l out of sector to, occupy key road jurictiors suc

as St. Vith and iast- r, resulted i', the (erra. ci .ti~cle

.:)einig delayed to, the point of failur-e. ThE ' 1 'y

dermio nstrated by Awer-icar, urlits was cieariy Si.IpE, 7r ;';

Gerlans arid was suFficient t, overcome the i t i ti- d :

of relative depth. The deterwini-g facto' as t-i F.ie:. ZS ,

was sufficient depth to allow the Afmericans to ializecr

the advantage of agiIity appeared to bec the aii-h e:c .- 1 d-,

sho.lders arid to _,s- itute a viable _parati1, ri 1 ,bile -eser e

with which to condruct the coi.nterattac!.

Conclusions: As the Battle ,.-.f the D,,ge example shows, agiit 1

car, :vercome a lacP -.f depth if there is sufficierit depth to at

,p~' - ~ i %



least ho~ld the shoulders of the penetrat ion ard to: zAllow fo'r

the format ion of a viable coperatii val 1mob il1e r-eserve.



III. Conclusions:

There is a definite relationship between depth and agility

which centers on relative time. Picture a force which is so

dense as to be the veritable "brick wall," or so overwhelmirg

as to be able to accept a blow, and engulf it like quicksand.

This was well illustrated by the defensive effcrts of the

Russian forces at Kursk. It is, therefore, evident that a

force which has overwhelming depth requires much less agility

than a force that is deficient in depth.

The greater the depth the more time available to respond,

but, even in cases of superior relative depth, a certain

minimum level of agility is required to capitalize on that

advantage, or it will ultimately be lost. Ar examole of tnis

phenomienon is the German defenses during the early stages o:f

the Normandy landings. Because ':f the poo,:r commar,d and control

arrangements by the Germans and the courter-mobility campaigr

by the Allied Air Forces, the German operational mobile

reserves were not committed against the beachhead in a timely

rilanrer. Once the beachhead was corsol idated, German corbat

po-,wer was no longer sufficient to be decisive. This was agair,

seer, even more dramatically in Manchuria where the s:,le

advantage of the Japanese was a vast expanse of space and

defensible terrain. Ever, that was nozt translated irto, tirme due

to a lack of a minimum level of agility.

It therefore follows that a force which is lacking in

relative depth must be more agile in order to respond

successfully to potentially decisive breakthroughs as the

Amrericans did in the Ardenres. Ever, though penetrated withir a

shallow sector- by a vastly superi,:,r force, Americar ftrces were

able to hold the shoulders and employ v\iaole -,perat iora± 11clie

reserves to thwart the peretrati-,r, before it reacneo the

potentially decisive terrainr of the Mleuse River.

It is also true that as depth decreases. a point is

reached at which the force is so lacking in depth that it can

neither hold the shoulders of a penetration nor form a viable

operational reserve. At this point it carrct succeed regardles

,oif its relative agility. Thus was the case -,f the Germars

during the Russian counteroffensive fo l,,wirq Kursk. Ever

their far greater relative agility was insufficient to be



successful. The extreme of this conditior approaches the

physical impssibility *:f a more agile f,-,rce being required to

be everywhere at Ornce because r- place is unthreate,-'ed.

The lessons for- NATO are clear. If more depth could be

obtained that would be desirable. While it is possible to

increase depth incrementally by increasing time through

improved earlier warning, pre-dug obstacles, FOFA and other

high-technology options, it may be to:' expersive to do s-.

Many of these options are extremely expensive in terms of both

funding and political repercussions. So,, although mcre depth

is clearly desirable, it miay not be feasible to achieve it.

Time, however, is still critical; t irte t: - spfl by

deploying forces into the theater, repositi,-,ning a-ailable

forces to threaten enemy weaknesses, and time to conduct more

extensive preparation of the battlefield. Since NATO's efforts

to increase depth cannot be fully successful when compared to

the threat, the Alliance should concentrate effc-,rts -,r,

increasing our agility to compensate for this lack of depth.

Greater relative gains in agility can be expected far more

cheaply than commensurate gains in depth for many reas:ns:

1. Agility is largely a mindset, as is evioent in the

historical examples cited and by definition in FM 1Zi-5.

Training arid war games alore should provide a significar-t

improvement in agility.

R. Gains ir depth have been the priority f:-r severil

years and the easy and inexpensive discoveries haze p-babLY

already beer made.

3. Agility has had little recent emphiaZis aru.

therefo-re, could provide sole feasible at-rratives er.

rapicily.

The strength o.f the Wcrsaw Fact is i its -p"-1.
~~~~the lack ,-,of flexibility irn their ,-rgarizati,-rs has pro,-bably

beer, overstated by some author ities, their centraliz ed c rn' i

system is irherently less agile than that cf the F,-ces in

NA TO. NATO should therefore emphasize its potenritial :

in ,ela e agility to, defeat any aggressio, by te War-aw

Pact.
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MAP 1: KHARKOV I
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MAP 2: MANCHURIA
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MAP 3: GERMAN DISPOSITIONS AT
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MAP 4: GERMAN DISPOSITIONS IN
NORMANDY ON D-DAY
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MAP 5: KURSK I, THE GERMAN
OFFENSIVE
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MAP 6: KURSK II, DISPOSITION OF
SOVIET FORCES
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NAP 7: KURSK II, THE SOVIET
COUNTEROFFENSIVE
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MAP 8: THE GERMAN PLAN IN THE
ARDENNES
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MAP 9: THE BATTLE OF THE
ARDENNES
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MAP 10: TROOP DISPOSITIONS, 16
DECEMBER 1944
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